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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

The Development and Validation of the Preservice Music Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey
Undergraduate programs to prepare future music teachers at colleges and
universities across the United States require skill development in instrumental, choral,
and general music (NASM, 2015). These preparation programs require students to
matriculate through methods courses (e.g., instrumental methods) to learn pedagogical
and content skills necessary to be considered competent music teachers. Although content
knowledge and teaching skills could be influencing factors on preservice teachers’ future
classroom effectiveness, personal beliefs of individual preservice teachers might also
influence teacher effectiveness (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996). One such belief, teacher
self-efficacy, or teachers’ self-referent judgements of capability (Zee, 2016), has been
shown to affect a variety of different outcomes, such as student achievement and teacher
burnout (Klassen, 2009; Zee, 2016). With most Music education programs certifying
preservice music teachers across all aspects of music instruction (instrumental, general,
choral) and age ranges (K-12), Music education majors feel they should be more
competent before entering the job market (Hammann & Ebbie, 2009). In addition,
research shows that the probability of a music education major teaching outside their area
of specialization (e.g., an instrumentalist teaching in a choral setting) is relatively high
(Groulx, 2016). In light of these facts, there have been few attempts to investigate the
construct of teacher self-efficacy within the context of a music setting.
The purpose of this study was to develop and establish validity evidence for a
single scale to measure preservice music teacher self-efficacy in the three most-common
music education instructional/classroom settings: the general/elementary classroom, the
instrumental classroom, and the choral classroom. This process involved developing an
instrument that follows specific guidelines for item construction and establishing validity
evidence based on (a) test content, (b) response processes, (c) internal structure, and (d)
relations to other constructs. Participants were undergraduate music education majors
enrolled in NASM accredited schools of music across the United States.
In Phase 1 of the research process, expert reviews and cognitive interviews were
used to narrow a researcher-developed pool of 41 items down to 30. This researcherdeveloped survey instrument is called the Preservice Music Teacher Self-Efficacy Survey
(PMTSES). After administration of the same 30 PMTSES items within the context of
each music instructional/classroom setting (instrumental, choral, general/elementary
music) to the sample population (N = 141), the descriptive and psychometric properties of
the items in each instructional/classroom setting were investigated. Phase 2 of this
research study included data analysis for descriptive statistics of items, demographic data
of participants, and exploratory factor analyses for each set of items related to the same
instructional setting to investigate the underlying structure of items on the PMTSES.

Results indicate multi-factor solutions for items related to all three music
instructional/classroom contexts. This means that items on the PMTSES examine varying
aspects of preservice music teacher self-efficacy (e.g., self-efficacy for choosing teaching
materials). When individually examining each of the 30 items to see if they measure the
same aspect of preservice music teacher self-efficacy in all three settings, eight items
across all three classroom/instructional settings (choral, instrumental, general/elementary
music) were retained on the final permutation of the PMTSES. These eight items measure
preservice music teachers’ self-efficacy as it relates to student-specific contexts,
instruction, and choosing teaching materials.
KEYWORDS: music education, self-efficacy, teacher self-efficacy, scale development,
psychometrics
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
On December 10, 2015, President Obama signed into law the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA), which replaced No Child Left Behind, and is continued by
President Biden (Department of Education, 2001). As a provision of ESSA, courses in
music and the arts are considered part of a “Well-Rounded Education” (National
Association for Music Education, 2014). This law is important and contains a newly
added provision from previous educational legislation—this law supports music
education for all students. Music teachers across America were overjoyed with this
provision (NAfME, 2014) as this justifies their position and considers their subject area
as relevant to student development. In response to the ESSA, the National Association for
Music Education (NAfME) developed a series of in-depth music standards that reflects
Common Core standards in other subject areas (e.g., math; NAfME, 2014). Because of
the systematic dissemination of music standards and the inclusion of music as part of a
well-rounded education, music teacher education programs on the university level are on
the front lines of preparing competent and highly qualified teachers to ensure student
success in the music classroom.
Preservice music educators’ university coursework contains courses designed to
prepare undergraduate preservice music teachers to teach in a variety of music settings
encompassing ensemble settings (e.g., choir, band, orchestra), secondary general music
(e.g., middle/high school music appreciation), and elementary general music (e.g., K–5
music courses). A typical undergraduate experience in their preparatory coursework
includes courses in introductory music education, which centers on linking students’ prior
knowledge and experience to their future preparatory coursework. Courses on learning
1

and teaching are also included, which focus on disseminating how students learn in
various musical contexts and pedagogical practices that are research-based. Music theory
and history courses included in undergraduate coursework should be the lens through
which music educators deliver instruction. Performance-based courses (e.g., concert
band) are where undergraduate music education majors hone musical skills and rehearsal
techniques through instructor modeling and metacognitive processes. Also included in
preparatory course work are philosophy courses designed to be reflective in nature and
are typically a capstone experience through which undergraduate students articulate their
learning during their matriculation process (Wiggins, 2007). These music preparation
programs and courses are subject to review and must be accredited before universities
can grant music education degrees that lead to teacher certification.
The National Association for Schools of Music (NASM) has been designated by
the United States Department of Education as the accrediting body for institutions of
higher education that grant music and music-related degrees. Although participation in
NASM’s accrediting process is voluntary, universities and schools of music are required
to be certified by a recognized institutional agency (of which NASM is one) to receive
Title IV (eligibility for student financial aid, e.g., Pell Grant) funding from the federal
government. In addition to funding, schools that participate in NASM’s accrediting
process indicate that they are: (a) open to objective external review, (b) adhering to
standards and procedures developed by peer institutions, and (c) committed to quality
music instruction throughout the country (NASM, 2016). Toward that end, schools
granting music and music-related degrees seeking NASM accreditation are required to
address certain competencies in their teacher education programs.
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These competencies include a common body of knowledge and skills that
encompass performance, musicianship skills and analysis, composition and
improvisation, history and repertory, and the ability to synthesize this information. Also
outlined are the desirable attributes of prospective music teachers, music competencies
that include conducting and arranging, specialization competencies (e.g., skills to teach
general music), teaching competencies, professional procedures, and general studies
competencies (e.g., public speaking; NASM, 2015).
Of particular importance to this research study are NASM’s teaching
competencies. University instructors at NASM accredited schools are required to prepare
undergraduate courses for students who are majoring in music education. These courses
are designed to address program content (e.g., music theory), music performance
competencies (e.g., applied studio lessons), as well as pedagogical processes (e.g., music
method courses) necessary to aid preservice teachers’ efforts to help their future students
achieve. NASM (2015) has outlined six teaching competencies to address in universities’
preparatory coursework for preservice teachers to effectively lead future P–12 students to
success. These teaching competencies outline pedagogical processes ranging from
classroom management to differentiated instruction.
Although NASM is the primary governing body for university-level music
programs, the competencies are ambiguous enough to allow university-level
interpretation and implementation. The variation among university music teacher
preparation programs has been the subject of current research (e.g., Groulx, 2016);
however, commonalities across music education programs require further exploration
before investigating the relationship between NASM’s competencies and university
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preparation programs and how this relates to preservice teachers’ beliefs about their
teaching capabilities.
Characteristics of Undergraduate Music Programs
Undergraduate programs to prepare future music teachers at colleges and
universities across the United States require skill development in instrumental (band and
orchestra), choral, and general music (NASM, 2015). These preparation programs require
students to progress through methods courses (e.g., instrumental methods) to learn
pedagogical and content skills necessary to become competent music teachers. Although
college freshmen often enroll in music teacher preparation programs with preconceived
notions as to the skills and training required to become competent music educators
(Woodford, 2002), there is often a perceived disconnect between students’ experiences in
preparatory coursework and skills needed to teach (Ballantyne & Packer, 2004; Legette,
2013). This discrepancy could be related to preservice music teachers’ beliefs in their
teaching capabilities. In an article investigating preservice teachers’ perceptions of how
well their university method courses prepared them to teach outside of their main
discipline (e.g., an instrumentalist teaching in a general music setting) Hammann and
Ebie (2009) found that the sampled population listed “being able to model” and “not
being confident, competent, or prepared enough to effectively teach in that area” as the
two top concerns if they received a job outside their area of perceived teaching expertise
(p. 5), a very real possibility in the current job market (Groulx, 2016).
With all 50 states requiring specific standards to be met to obtain teaching
certification, and 33 out of 50 states certifying music teachers across multiple school
levels (as cited in Hammann & Ebie, 2009), there is a high possibility that undergraduates
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could be employed in an area in which they do not perceive themselves to be adequately
prepared. For example, a student is prepared to teach band and they must teach general
music. Groulx (2016) surveyed in-service music educators (N = 601) to determine what
changes to undergraduate curricula could potentially lead to improved classroom
instruction. Results indicate that courses directly related to music were highly valued;
however, those related to education (e.g., educational psychology) were rated lowest. An
important demographic finding directly related to this research study is that 83% of
survey participants taught outside their area of specialization (e.g., an instrumentalist
teaching in a general music setting). Recommendations from this research were for more
courses that support proficient preparation to teach in more than one setting (Groulx,
2016).
Given that music education majors are concerned with being competent and
confident to teach both in and outside of their perceived area of expertise as well as
acquiring and applying content knowledge, preservice teacher educators in the field of
music could adjust methods course instruction to increase competence beliefs of their
students. Addressing content knowledge and teaching skills in music method courses is
an influencing factor on preservice teachers’ classroom effectiveness (Hourigan &
Scheib, 2009); however, focusing on personal beliefs of preservice teachers potentially
affords an even greater influence (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996). Bandura (1997) stated,
“People’s level of motivation, affective states and actions are based more on what they
believe than on what is objectively true” (p. 2). For example, preservice teachers
potentially hold varying beliefs about their abilities to teach in different settings (e.g.,
choir versus band). If a preservice teacher does not think she can teach as well in band
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than choir, she might be more motivated to choose a career in choir, even though she has
been trained to teach both. Other factors could influence a preservice teachers’ career
choice, such as outcome expectations (e.g., a rewarding career), value the teacher places
on the given placement, or a personality trait that lends itself to a vocational path (e.g.,
Thorton & Bergee, 2014); however, because each factor (e.g., outcome expectations) that
contibutes to human behavior requires individual study, this research study will focus on
one: teacher self-efficacy. The foundational theory for this research study will be
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory.
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CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW
To provide context for this research study, first I provide an overview of Bandura’s
(1986) social cognitive theory as the theoretical framework for this investigation. Next, I
discuss how self-efficacy has been previously studied in a variety of contexts, how that
relates to preservice music teachers’ beliefs of their teaching capabilties, and why that is
relevant to this current research study.
Social Cognitive Theory
“So far we are thus mere bundles of habit, we are stereotyped creatures, imitators
and copiers of our past selves” (James, 1899/2001, p. 34) so said William James, the
father of American psychology, in his Talks to Teachers. The habits formed while
learning to drive a car enable us to drive without conscious thought. The same premise
can be realized in any music classroom—knowing which finger produces the note C on
the piano is not at the forefront of the performer’s mind. It cannot be; otherwise, the
overall musicality of the performance is hindered. If education is “the organization of
acquired habits of conduct and tendencies to behavior” (James, 1899/2001, p. 15), how
can we ensure that students in university music education programs acquire these
behaviors and tendencies, and feel competent to teach these to future students, if the
majority of learning is implicit?
Behaviorism offers answers and theoretical implications for student learning.
Skinner (1984) and other behaviorists posited that human functioning could be
rationalized through the interaction between people and environmental stimuli. Using
reinforcements, both positive and negative, coupled with proven reinforcement
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schedules—variable ratio being the best choice—and the desire to obtain the
reinforcement can bring about positive change and facilitate the learning process.
The laws of reinforcement are powerful tools. But the rule book is far more
versatile than some people have supposed, in fact more versatile than some people would
like it to be. To be using reinforcement is to be involved in a process of continual change,
and of continual give-and-take, of continual growth. One becomes aware of others, and,
inevitably, more aware of oneself. (Pryor, 2002, p. 163)
The stimulus/response model of Behaviorism and the practical implications for
the use of reinforcements in the classroom cannot be denied; however, there is an
important part of the learning process and is critical in musical and educational
contexts—interpretation of stimuli and meaning making (Wiggins, 2007).
Constructivists adhere to the precept that learning is an active construction
process by which the learner builds increasingly differentiated and comprehensive
cognitive structures (O’Donnell, 2003). These cognitive structures are built through the
interpretation of stimuli and reinforcers and result in active learners that construct
meaning for themselves. The first step in the acquisition of knowledge is the activation of
students’ previous experiences. These previous experiences serve as the bridge between
student knowledge and what the teacher requires them to know. Through the process of
assimilation and accommodation, students develop new schema to appropriate
information presented in the classroom. These associations aid the learner to develop
ever-evolving schema for the information presented: “The more copious the associative
systems, the completer the individual’s adaptations to the world” (James, 1899/2001, p.
43). By associating music instruction with students’ prior knowledge, foundations of
8

musical concepts are accessible, and the building of new knowledge may commence.
Therefore, it is important to situate this study using a theoretical framework that lends
itself to the examination of personal factors influencing behavior—Bandura’s (1986)
social cognitive theory.
At the heart of Bandura’s (1986; 2001) social cognitive theory is the idea of
triadic reciprocal determinism, or the interaction among personal, environmental, and
behavioral factors that influence a person’s behavior.
Figure 1
Social Cognitive Theory’s Triadic Reciprocal Determinism

Note: This graphic is the representation of Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory and its
various factors. Of particular importance to this study is the personal factor self-efficacy
and how it can directly affect behavior.
9

To realize this perspective of human functioning, a variety of capabilities must be
present. The first is the ability to use and recognize symbols. The second is forethought.
Bandura (2001) speculated that most behavior is regulated by forethought through the
anticipation of consequences, images of desirable future events which tend to foster
behaviors that bring those events to fruition, and the capability to reflect on those
behaviors. Because humans do not exist in individual vacuums, the ability to learn
vicariously is an important factor in determining human behavior. The less the behavior
patterns draw on inborn properties (e.g., forethought), the greater the dependence on
observational learning for the functional organization of behavior. Adherents to this
theory of human functioning also recognize the importance of self-regulatory capabilities
as a mediatory factor for behaviors. These capabilities include the use of metacognitive
thought processes, as well as goal setting and development.
The final, and most pertinent to this study, factor when investigating motivating
aspects of human behavior is a person’s ability to be self-reflective. According to
Bandura (2001), among the types of thoughts that affect action, none is more central or
pervasive than people’s judgments of their capabilities to deal effectively with different
realities. It is partly because of self-percepts of efficacy that people choose what to do,
how much effort to invest in activities, how long to persevere in the face of disappointing
results, and whether tasks are approached anxiously or self-assuredly (Bandura, 1997).
Because behavior contains mixtures of inborn elements and learned patterns,
dichotomous thinking, which separates activities neatly into innate and acquired
categories, is seriously inaccurate. It is through the interaction of these elements and
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learned patterns, tempered by self-belief, that behavior can be, and was, examined for the
purposes of this study.
Bandura’s (1989) theory is the view that humans have agency, or the ability to
exert control over their motivation and actions. As stated, this agentic view of human
behavior operates within a system that relies on the triadic reciprocation among personal,
behavioral, and environmental factors. These different factors inherently inform one
another; however, the strength of their impact on one another is not an equal contribution
to behavior, nor is the factor(s) isolated from temporal influences. Changing one factor,
such as personal beliefs about teaching music, influences both behavioral outcomes and
the environment in which those outcomes take place. A belief about what one can and
cannot do often dictates behavior (Bandura, 1997), and in turn, can influence
achievement and success across a variety of domains (Pajares, 2003). Preservice music
teacher self-efficacy was the focus for this study because of the important role selfefficacy plays in how preservice music teachers approach instruction and interact with
others in their professional responsibilities (Pritchard, 2017).
Specificity of Self-Efficacy. Bandura (1997) stated, “In social cognitive theory,
an efficacious personality disposition is a dynamic, multifaceted belief system that
operates selectively across different activity domains and under different situational
demands, rather than being a decontextualized conglomerate” (p. 42). In other words,
beliefs individuals hold about their capabilities change depending on the context,
complexity of the task at hand, or across various domains (e.g., music versus math)
instead of a global measure of confidence or generalized self-efficacy.
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The scale in this study is comprised of self-efficacy items that assess tasks in one
domain (i.e., teaching) and focus on one specific group of individuals (i.e., preservice
music teachers). Although scales have been developed to measure preservice music
teacher self-efficacy (Pritchard, 2013), none have been developed with the intention of
contextualizing the specific behavioral tasks (e.g., “I can select music for beginning
students…”) within the most common music teaching settings with different age groups:
instrumental (5–12), vocal (5–12), and elementary (K–5) music. Also, because of the
nature of music teacher certification, most preservice music teachers matriculate through
programs that lead to K–12 certification. In other words, preservice music teachers are
typically trained to teach music to individuals with varying ability levels in the same
class, across the developmental range (K–12) of public-school students, and in a variety
of different contexts (e.g., choir versus band).
Previous research shows that beliefs people hold regarding their capabilities vary
across domain-specific, context-specific, and person-specific tasks (Bong, 2006; Butz &
Usher, 2015; Zee, Koomen, Jellesma, Geerlings, & de Jong, 2016). Butz and Usher
(2015) suggested that domain specificity for self-efficacy instruments is needed to ensure
accurate measures of self-efficacy development. Bong (2006) emphasized that context
specificity should not be confused with level of generality of response items—selfefficacy can be assessed at specific skill levels (e.g., “I can learn to read complex
rhythmic patterns” versus “I can do well in music class”) and is task and/or domain
specific. Zee, Koomen, Jellesma, Geerlings, & de Jong (2016) investigated personspecific teaching self-efficacy and found that teachers’ beliefs about their capabilities
vary when considering specific students. This is a strong justification for providing
12

group-specific contextualized self-efficacy items for the varying age ranges in public
school (K–12). By providing a domain for the instrument (e.g., music education), context
(e.g., elementary music), and task specificity (e.g., “I can select music for beginner
musicians”) in which to evaluate preservice music teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs, this
study aligned survey items with Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for self-efficacy scale
construction and adds to the growing body of research examining preservice music
teachers’ beliefs about their capabilities.
Teaher Self-Efficacy
Teacher self-efficacy, or a teacher’s belief in their capability to “organize and
execute the courses of actions requried to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p.
3) is a construct embeded within Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory. Teacher selfefficacy beliefs have been found to correlate with teacher motivation, stress, burnout, job
satisfaction, and the amount of effort given (Klassen et al. 2011). When examining results
from 165 articles related to the construct of teacher self-efficacy, research shows a
positive relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student-level outcomes, such as
academic adjustment, and teachers’ psychological well-being, and was negatively
associated with teacher burnout factors (Zee & Koomen, 2016). Also, teachers’ beliefs of
their capabilities directly affects the quality of instruction afforded to their students
(Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). In other words, as teachers feel more efficacious, they are
more satisfied with their job, their students are better adjusted, their negative feelings
toward the the teaching profession decreases, and the quality of instruction provided by
teachers increases. The beliefs teachers hold about their capabilities have direct
implications for teachers’ actions in a classroom. Although these beliefs include the skills
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that teachers acquire through their undergraduate programs, content knowledge does not
exist in a vacuum and is interpreted through teachers’ perceptions of their capabilities
(Pajares, 1996).
Self-efficacy scales are typically a collection of statements (e.g., “I can lift 10
lbs.”) to which participants rate their confidence using a Likert-type response format
(Pajares, 1996). Bandura (2006) set forth guidelines for constructing self-efficacy
statements. One guideline he recommended was creating self-efficacy items containing
varying degrees of difficulty. In other words, a scale measuring self-efficacy should
include statements that are both easy and hard items for participants to endorse and at
varying levels of specific tasks (e.g., “I can do long division” and not “I can do well in
my math class”). Respondents typically rate items on a Likert-type response format
(strength of self-efficacy) and responses can then be used measure the latent construct of
teacher self-efficacy (Bandura, 2006). Although Bandura recommended a system that
allows participants to rate their confidence for individual items ranging from 0%–100%
endorsement, recent findings indicate that a 4-point Likert-type scale could be more
appropriate (Toland & Usher, 2015). While the measurement of teacher self-efficacy is
comprised of participants’ ratings of their beliefs at different strengths and levels, these
measurements could vary when teachers reflect upon their teaching capabilities in
different classrooms and when working with different students (Zee, 2016).
Teacher Self-efficacy Instruments. Researchers have measured teacher selfefficacy using a multitude of instruments. As noted by Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007),
researchers have been investigating the construct of teacher self-efficacy since 1976.
Bandura (1997) posited that self-efficacy is a multifaceted construct and has shown to
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reflect Bandura’s statement in numerous studies (e.g., Skaalvik & Bong, 2003). To
measure teacher self-efficacy as a multifaceted construct, researchers Tschannen-Moran
and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) created a 24-item Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES).
This scale consisted of three dimensions to measure teacher self-efficacy: instructional
strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. The TSES is widely used
and adapted to investigate teacher self-efficacy across a variety of domains and contexts;
however, these adaptations can lead to psychometric problems (Henson, 2002).
Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) recognized the need for a multidimensional teacher
self-efficacy scale that both allowed for a multidimensional analysis and followed
Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for constructing response items with clear obstacles (e.g., “I
can motivate even the most difficult students”)—a criticism of Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy’s TSES. Therefore, Skaalvik and Skaalvik created the Norwegian Teacher
Self-Efficacy Scale consisting of six dimensions: Instruction, Adapting Education to
Individual Students’ Needs, Motivating Students, Keeping Discipline, Cooperating with
Colleagues and Parents, and Coping with Changes and Challenges. In general, scales that
measure self-efficacy have been shown to be riddled with psychometic problems, such as
the failure to show variablity, and demand improvements to measurement procedures
(Bandura, 1997; Klassen, Tze, Betts & Gordon, 2010; Pajares, 1996; Toland & Usher,
2015). Given the compelling evidence of previous research outlining the preservice music
teachers’ concerns with competency and confidence to teach music in a variety of
settings, this research study sought to provide initial validity evidence of a new scale to
measure preservice music teachers’ beliefs about their music teaching capabilities within
the context of varying student ensembles and age groups.
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Teacher Self-efficacy in Music
Garvis (2011; 2012) adapted a widely used teacher self-efficacy instrument
(Tschennen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) to measure Australian generalist teachers’
(non-music teachers) and early childhood teachers’ self-efficacy to teach music when
compared with English and math. The wording of survey items was consistent with the
original scale; however, the researcher asked participants to rate each item comparatively
for the domains of English, Math, and Music/The Arts. Another study where researchers
investigated preservice Australian generalist teachers’ self-efficacy to teach music used
an adapted Science Teacher Efficacy Belief Instrument (Morris, Lummis, McKinnon, &
Heyworth, 2016). Although both sets of researchers adapted valid and reliable survey
instruments to measure the construct of teacher self-efficacy, adaptations for both scales
were very specific to the preservice teacher training program’s coursework in Australia
and were used with preservice teachers who would not be considered music specialists in
the United States.
Biasutti and Concina (2017) attepted to investigate Italian music teachers’
teaching self-efficacy, beliefs about their musical ability, and their social skills using
three self-report surveys. The participants’ teacher self-efficacy for this specific study
was determined using an adapted version of the Meta-inventory for Evaluating Teacher
Effectivenss (Patrick & Smart, 1998). This instrument measures teacher effectiveness
based on student assessment. By definition, teacher self-efficacy is a teacher’s belief in
his or her teaching capabilities, and, although this construct has direct implications for
student outcomes, is not measured by students’ ratings of their teacher.

16

The closest studies where researchers investigated preservice music teachers’ selfefficacy are two studies examining the link among introductory music education courses,
preservice music teacher self-efficacy, and commitment to teaching music (Pritchard,
2013; 2017). As a part of one study, Pritchard (2013) developed a scale to measure
preservice music teachers’ self-efficacy (PMTSE) that included items to measure general
music teaching efficacy beliefs, personal music teaching efficacy beliefs, instructional
practice efficacy beliefs, and classroom management efficacy beliefs. This scale was an
adapted measure using several previously developed scales to measure teacher selfefficacy in a variety of different contexts: Gibson and Dembo’s (1984) Teacher Efficacy
Scale, Wookfolk-Hoy’s (2000) Preservice Teaching Confidence Scale, Bandura’s (2006)
Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs Scale, and Austin and Miksza’s (2011) adaptation of
Tschannen-Moran and Wookfolk-Hoy’s (2001) Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Beliefs Scale
(TSES). As previously stated, adapted scales are often psychometrically problematic
(Bandura, 1997; Klassen, Tze, Betts & Gordon, 2010; Pajares, 1996; Toland & Usher,
2015), and should be constructed using items that are domain-, context-, and task-specific
(Bong, 2006; Butz & Usher, 2015; Zee, Koomen, Jellesma, Geerlings, & de Jong, 2016).
The scale used in Pritchard’s (2013) study addresses domain specificity (preservice music
teachers) but does not provide a context for items (e.g., instrumental music) nor taskspecific items that can be endorsed at different levels of difficulty (e.g., “I can select
music for beginning music students”).
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to develop a scale to measure preservice music
teacher self-efficacy in alignment with Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory and
establish initial validity evidence for interpretation of the scale’s scores. The creation of
the scale to measure preservice music teacher self-efficacy will enable researchers and
university programs to better understand undergraduate music education majors’ beliefs
about their abilities in the classroom. This process involved developing a measure that
follows specific guidelines for item construction and established validity evidence based
on (a) test content, (b) response processes, (c) internal structure, and (d) relations to other
constructs. The following research questions were used within the scope of the study:
1. What is the underlying structure of items contained within the proposed scale to
measure preservice music teachers’ self-efficacy?
2. Do the items designed to assess preservice music teacher self-efficacy reflect a
unidimensional structure?
3. Are there mean differences in preservice music teachers’ self-efficacy as a
function of gender, primary specialization (i.e., choral music), or class standing?
4. How is preservice music teacher self-efficacy related to general teaching selfefficacy?
In this study, a quantitative and qualitative approach was used to investigate the
underlying structure of a scale to measure preservice music education majors’ teaching
self-efficacy. Among the relevant purposes of a mixed method study are a) to use
multiple perspectives to provide more complete understandings, b) when the researcher
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needs to endorse qualitative data with quantitative results, and, most importantly for the
current study, c) when the researcher is required to contextualize an instrument or
measure to reach certain populations (Creswell, 2013).
According to Creswell (2013), a convergent parallel mixed method design is a
pragmatic choice when attempting to explore, refine, or validate an instrument. In this
design, the researcher attempts to merge quantitative (i.e., validity and reliability
statistics) and qualitative (i.e., cognitive interviews) data to offer a comprehensive
investigation of the research questions.
For the study, guidelines set forth in the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing (American Educational Research Association [AERA], American
Psychological Association [APA], & National Council on Measurement in Education,
2014) and Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for constructing items to measure self-efficacy
were used to ensure the construction of a scale that accurately measures preservice music
teacher self-efficacy. To produce validity evidence, multiple sources of evidence were
collected. Four sources of gathered validity evidence were: evidence based on test
content, response processes, internal structure, and correlations with other variables. Each
source of validity evidence was addressed in two different phases of the research study.
Phase 1 addressed test content and response process validity evidence through the initial
scale development procedures. Validity evidence related to internal structure and
correlations with other variables was addressed in Phase 2 of the research procedure
through the use of an exploratory factor analysis and examining the strength to similar
(teacher self-efficacy) measures.
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Phase 1: Initial Scale Development Procedures and Results
The initial pool of items in the preservice music teacher self-efficacy scale were
constructed using Bensen and Clark’s (1982), Kline’s (1986), Bandura’s (2006), and
Thorndike and Thorndike-Christ’s (2010) guidelines for scale construction. The
guidelines were followed closely to ensure that the items included in the scale were
rigorously examined to avoid common errors and to reflect the construct of preservice
music teacher self-efficacy. The process included a detailed literature review,
consultation with experts in the fields of self-efficacy and music education, and repetitive
item writing. Previous scales to measure teacher self-efficacy were used as a guide for
constructing items (e.g., Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).
Systematic literature review. Bensen and Clark (1982) provided guidelines for
the planning, development, and validation of scale or instrument used to measure a
specific construct. The scale in this study sought to measure preservice music teachers’
self-efficacy to teach in the three most common music education settings—
elementary/general, instrumental, and choral music classrooms. The first step in scale
planning and development was to establish a need for the creation of the current scale and
identify and define the domain for the instrument. Next the researcher conducted a
thorough literature review to ensure no scale existed to measure the desired construct
(Bensen & Clark, 1982).
Item writing. The next step in the scale development process consisted of finding
and writing preservice music teacher competencies into self-efficacy statements.
Teaching competencies found in the NASM Handbook (2015) were adapted for use, as
coursework addressing music teaching skills is required of every student from NASM
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accredited schools. From these competencies, items reflecting the construct of teaching
self-efficacy were constructed according to Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for item writing.
To be as thorough as possible, each NASM standard was isolated, reviewed, and
separated into statements to reflect teaching behaviors. For example, the first teaching
competency listed in NASM’s (2015) handbook reads:
Ability to teach music at various levels to different age groups and in a variety of
classroom and ensemble settings in ways that develop knowledge of how music
works syntactically as a communication medium and developmentally as an agent
of civilization. This set of abilities includes effective classroom and rehearsal
management.
This competency was reviewed, and then separated into teaching behaviors. From these
behaviors, the resulting teaching statements were created:
•

Music teachers must have the ability to teach music at various levels.

•

Music teachers must be able to teach music to different ages groups.

•

Music teachers must be able to teach music in a variety of classroom and
ensemble settings.

•

Music teachers must be able to teach music in ways that develop students’
knowledge of how music works syntactically.

•

Music teachers must have the ability to teach in ways that develop knowledge of
how music works as a communication medium.

•

Music teachers must be able to teach music in ways that develop students’
knowledge of how music works as an agent of civilization.
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•

Music teachers must have the ability to maintain effective classroom
management.

•

Music teachers must be able to maintain effective rehearsal management.
From these teaching behavior statements, multiple items reflecting the construct

of teaching self-efficacy were created. For example, when analyzing the teaching
statement, Music teachers must be able to teach music at various levels, the researcher
developed the following items to reflect the construct of teacher self-efficacy for this one
statement:
1. How well can you adapt your music to teaching to various student ability level
(e.g., beginner, intermediate, advanced) in the same classroom?
2. How well can you teach beginner musicians?
3. How well can you teach intermediate musicians?
4. How well can you teach advanced musicians?
By creating items that reflected each teaching behavior, the researcher ensured that items
contained in the instrument to measure preservice music teachers’ self-efficacy was as
comprehensive as possible. An initial pool of 41 items was created for the purposes of
developing the scale (See Table 1).
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Table 1
Item Construction PMTSES
NASM Teaching Competency
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Ability to teach music at various levels to
different age groups and in a variety of
classroom and ensemble settings in ways
that develop knowledge of how music
works syntactically as a communication
medium and developmentally as an agent
of civilization. This set of abilities
includes effective classroom and
rehearsal management.

Stem
Stem: Ability to teach music at various
levels

Constructed Item (N = 41)
•

•
•
•

Stem: Ability to teach different age
groups

•

How well can you adapt your
music teaching to various student
ability levels (e.g., beginner,
intermediate, advanced)?
How well can you teach music to
beginner musicians?
How well can you teach music to
intermediate musicians?
How well can you teach music to
advanced musicians?

How well can you adapt your
music teaching to various student
age groups (e.g., middle schoolers
or kindergarteners) within the
following settings? (elem., inst.,
choral)

Table 1 cont.

24

Stem: Ability to teach music in a
variety of classroom and ensemble
settings

•

Stem: Ability to teach music in ways
that develop knowledge of how music
works syntactically

•

How well can you teach students
that music is a form of human
expression?

Stem: Ability to teach music in ways
that develop knowledge of how music
works as a communication medium

•

How well can you teach students
that music is a form of
communication?

Stem: Ability to teach music in ways
that develop knowledge of how music
works as an agent of civilization

•

How well can you teach students
that all humans across time,
regardless of ethnicity, or culture,
engage in musical behavior?

•

How well can you adapt your
music teaching to various
classroom settings?
How well can you adapt your
music teaching to various
ensemble settings?

Table 1 cont.

Stem: Ability to maintain effective
classroom management

•
•

•

Stem: Ability to maintain effective
rehearsal management

•

Stem: Understanding of child growth
and development

•

•
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An understanding of child growth and
development and an understanding of
principles of learning as they relate to
music.

•

How well can you provide all
classes with clear behavioral
expectations?
How well can you resolve a
disruptive behavior without
causing significant distraction
from the lesson?
How well can you maintain
effective classroom management?
How well can you maintain
effective rehearsal management?
How well can you establish
routines to facilitate any type of
music ensemble rehearsal (e.g.,
jazz combo, children's choir,
madrigal choir).
How well can you create learning
objectives that are
developmentally appropriate for
each grade level?
How well can you adjust
instructional strategies to meet the
developmental needs of your
students?

Table 1 cont.

Stem: Understanding of principles of
learning as they relate to music

•
•
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The ability to assess aptitudes,
experiential backgrounds, orientations of
individuals and groups of students, and
the nature of subject matter and to plan
educational programs to meet assessed
needs.

How well can you incorporate
instructional strategies based on
best practice for every grade level?
How well can you provide
accommodations and
modifications to learning
objectives for students with special
needs?

Stem: Ability to assess aptitudes

•

How well can you assess students'
potential for music?

Stem: Ability to assess experiential
backgrounds

•

How well can you develop lessons
to incorporate your students' prior
musical experience?

•

How well can you develop lessons
to incorporate your students’
musical preferences?
How well can you facilitate social
learning opportunities among
students, regardless of diverse
student backgrounds?
How well can you motivate
students to learn about music that
does not align with their musical
preference?

Stem: Ability to assess orientations of
individuals and groups of students

•

•

Table 1 cont.
Stem: Ability to assess the nature of the
subject matter

•

How well can you select quality
music for your students?

Stem: Ability to plan educational
programs to meet assessed needs

•

How well can you plan
educational programs to meet
assessed needs?
How well can you collaborate with
educators outside the field of
music to further assessed needs of
your educational program?

•
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Knowledge of current methods, materials,
and repertoires available, in various
fields and levels of music education
appropriate to the teaching situation.

Stem: Knowledge of current methods in
various levels of music education

•
•
•

Stem: Knowledge of current materials
in various levels of music

•

How well can you incorporate
current instructional methods for
beginning musicians?
How well can you incorporate
current instructional methods for
intermediate musicians?
How well can you incorporate
current instructional methods for
advanced musicians?
How well can you incorporate
current supplementary materials
for beginning musicians?

•

Table 1 cont.

•

Stem: Knowledge of current repertoires
available in various levels of music

•
•
•
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Stem: Ability to accept methods based
on personal assessment
The ability to accept, amend, or reject
methods and materials based on personal
assessment of specific teaching situations.

How well can you incorporate
current supplementary materials
for intermediate musicians?
How well can you incorporate
supplementary materials for
advanced musicians?
How well can you select music for
beginning musicians?
How well can you select music for
intermediate musicians?
How well can you select music for
advanced musicians?

•

How well can you choose your
teaching materials to suit the needs
of your students?

•

How well can you use multiple
types of assessments (e.g.,
performance-based, summative,

Stem: Ability to amend methods based
on personal assessment
Stem: Ability to reject methods based
on personal assessment
Stem: Ability to accept materials based
on personal assessment
Stem: An understanding of evaluative
techniques in terms of students' musical
progress

formative) to assess your students’
musical progress?

Table 1 cont.

Stem: An understanding of evaluative
techniques in terms of objectives and
procedures of the curriculum
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Stem: An understanding of how to
An understanding of evaluative techniques
apply evaluative techniques in assessing
and ability to apply them in assessing both
students' musical progress
the musical progress of students and the
objectives and procedures of the
curriculum.
Stem: An understanding of how to
apply evaluative techniques in terms of
objectives and procedures of the
curriculum

•

How well can you assess your
students by using assessments
based on standards from your
preferred music curriculum?

•

How well can you create
assessments (e.g., performance
based, formative, project-based) to
measure students’ musical
progress over the course of the
year?

•

How well can you create
assessments (e.g., performance
based, formative, project-based) to
reflect your curriculum’s learning
objectives?

Consultation with expert reviewers. Expert reviewers provide test content
validity evidence which is an important first step before survey items are administered to
the desired population (AERA et al., 2014; DeVillis, 2012). Once the items were written
to reflect NASM teaching competencies for preservice music education majors, experts in
the field of music education and self-efficacy (N = 14) were consulted to ensure each
item was grounded in theory and relevant literature, clear, reflected the construct of selfefficacy, and relevant to the corresponding NASM competency. After rating each item
within each NASM teaching competency, experts were asked to categorize each item as
very important, important, or not important to the development of teachers.
Results indicated that all original 41 items were relevant to the NASM teaching
competency, clearly stated, and reflected the construct of self-efficacy for most
reviewers; however, minor changes to items were needed after comparing item-level
results. Item 11, “How well can you provide all classes with clear behavioral
expectations?” was changed to “How well can you provide all classes with clear
classroom behavioral expectations?” Item 39, “How well can you evaluate students
using assessments based on standards from your preferred music curriculum?” was
modified to read, “How well can you evaluate students using prefabricated assessments
from your preferred music curriculum?” The last item changed was item 40, from “How
well can you create assessments to measure students’ musical progress over the course of
the year?” to “How well can you apply assessments to measure students’ musical
progress over the course of the year?” Although most expert reviewers were able to
come to a consensus regarding the clarity, relevancy, and adherence to the construct of
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self-efficacy for every item, the next step in the scale development process was to
conduct interviews with preservice music teachers.
Cognitive interviews with preservice teachers. Once items were written and
reviewed by experts, cognitive interviews with preservice music teachers (N = 6) were
conducted to ensure that perception of items align with the construct of teacher selfefficacy. Cognitive interviews have been used in previous research (Beatty & Willis,
2007; Ouimet, 2004; Reeve et al., 2011; Love, 2019) and “…[are] is an evidence-based
tool that can help survey developers collect validity evidence based on survey content
and the thought processes that participants engage in while answering survey questions”
(Willis & Artino, 2013, p. 356). Gauging comprehension of test items as well as a
description of participants’ retrieval of relevant information, decision processes, and
response processes was the purpose of cognitive interviewing (Willis, 1999). Interview
questions during the cognitive interview process allowed me to investigate participant
understanding, the cognitive load required to process each survey item, and determined if
interpretation of the item aligned with the survey question.
Results indicate participants’ interpretation of 10 of the 41 items aligning with
item content. This means that because the participants were interpreting the item in the
intended way, the items remained unchanged. Other items were removed from the
original pool due to redundancy and similarity to other survey responses. Items 5 and 6
were removed from the original pool of 41 items because they implied educational
context, which is already included in the survey format. Item 10 was removed for
redundancy because of its association with items 9 and 11. Items 14 and 15 were
removed because all cognitive interviewees’ interpretation of these items was similar, if
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not the same, as item 13. Item 25 was removed because the term “quality” was implied in
items 34–36. To quote one participant, “Why would I select music that isn’t of quality for
my students?” Item 37 was removed because of its similarity to items 31-33.
One distinct purpose of using cognitive interviews to refine survey instruments is
the ability to ask participants to reword items for clarity. Wording for item 16 was revised
to exclude the term “developmentally” as participants felt that this word was implied and
did not change the overall interpretation of the item. Item 17 was reworded for clarity—
“instructional strategies” was changed to “teaching approach.” Item 18 was deleted due
participants’ disagreement on the interpretation of the term “best practice.” Some
educational jargon on question 19 (accommodation and modification) was removed and
replaced with “teaching approach” to better clarify the item’s intent and interpretation
based on cognitive interview feedback. Other wording issues included item 23. The
phrase “social learning opportunities” was changed to “collaboration” to ease cognitive
load on participants. Items 26 and 27 were changed to reflect participants’ understandings
of “music education program” instead of only “education program.” Wording for items
31–33 was changed from “incorporate current supplementary materials” to just “teaching
materials” to reflect participants’ interpretation of all items in conjunction with item 37—
teaching materials and supplementary materials were interpreted as the same thing. Item
39 was changed to reflect the confusing aspect of the word “prefabricated.” Prefabricated
was changed to just “…use assessments from your preferred curriculum…” The word
“apply” was changed to “use” in item 40 for clarity.
Items 28, 29, and 30 were deleted due to participants’ interpretation of all items
not reflecting the construct of teaching self-efficacy, rather personal knowledge. The item
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“How well can you incorporate current instructional methods…” was thought to have
nothing to do with content knowledge but was directly related to knowledge of music
methods.
The cognitive interview process proved to be invaluable for providing insight into
the way participants from the sampled population interpret each item. The original pool
of 41 items was reduced to 30 and reflected all six NASM teaching competencies in a
way that is easy for preservice music education majors to understand and interpret. Also
asked during the interview was the level of endorsement of each item. Most cognitive
interview participants responded that they would rate each item at different levels of
endorsement, depending on in which they were teaching (e.g., elementary general music
rather than instrumental music). This has direct implications for the variability of
responses for the second phase of this research project.
Phase 2: Scale Distribution
Participants
This study measured preservice music teachers’ self-efficacy to teach music in
three common music education settings—the choral, instrumental, and
elementary/general music classrooms. Participants who were enrolled in a NASM
accredited degree-granting music program and an undergraduate student were considered
eligible to participate in this study. Participants were recruited using the National
Association for Music Education’s (NAfME) “Research Survey Assistance” program that
disseminated the researcher’s scale to approximately 5,000 preservice music teachers
enrolled in NAfME’s database. Of the 5,000 participants invited to take place in the
survey approximately 250 responses were collected (.05 %). Of the 250 survey responses,
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109 of them were deemed unusable due to missing data on the survey response forms for
multiple items. In total, 141 participants took part in this survey.
Demographic information for participants was collected at the end of the survey
instrument (see Table 1). Of the 141 participants, 59% were female (n = 90), 33% were
male (n = 51), and most were White (n = 118). Because a central research question
involved examining differences among class (e.g., freshmen, senior), class standing data
was collected. Participants (N = 141) surveyed included 17 Freshmen (11.2%), 40
Sophomores (26.3%), 32 Juniors (21.1%), 44 Seniors (28.9%), and 9 participants (5.9%)
chose “other” as an option.
Also of note were participants’ concentration areas (e.g., instrumental/vocal)
within their music degree program. Although the response portion of this reflected many
different areas of concentration (i.e., vocal and instrumental major), the researcher
categorized participants as either “instrumentalists” or “vocalists” to reflect the two main
areas of concentration present in most music programs. Participants were approximately
70.5% (n = 91) instrumentalists and 29.5% (n = 38) vocalists. Table 2 provides more
information regarding demographic information.
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Table 2
Demographic Information of Participants
n

%

Female

90

59

Male

51

33

4

2.6

Caucasian

118

77.6

Hispanic

8

5.3

Asian

4

2.6

Other

5

3.3

Prefer not to Answer

3

2

Freshman

17

11.2

Sophomore

40

26.3

Junior

32

21.1

Senior

44

28.9

Other

9

5.9

Instrumental

69

45.5

Vocal

24

15.8

Elementary

7

4.6

Instrumental & Vocal

4

2.6

Instrumental & Elementary

18

11.8

Vocal & Elementary

14

9.2

Vocal, Instrumental &
Elementary

5

3.3

Gender

Race
African American

Class Standing

Major Concentration Area
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Instrument
The instrument in this research study is the research-developed survey to measure
preservice music teacher self-efficacy for teaching in the three most common music
education settings—the choral, instrumental, and elementary general music classrooms.
Items from the narrowed pool (N = 30) went through the vetting process as described
above before administration to the sample population. Participants were asked to rate
their confidence to perform certain teaching behaviors across the three educational
settings on a 4-point Likert-type scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (4).
Procedures
The first step in this research project was to implement the initial scale
development procedures. Remember, these procedures consist of item writing, expert
reviews, and cognitive interviews with members of the sample population. After
conducting a thorough review of relevant literature, items were written to reflect the
construct of teaching self-efficacy in conjunction with NASM teaching competencies.
The next step in the research project was building a survey in Qualtrics to reflect
each item from the item pool and administering it to the desired sample population.
Participants responded to questions on the researcher-developed survey to measure
preservice music education majors’ teaching self-efficacy. Demographic data collected
included: year in school, gender, primary instrument, major, number of method courses
taken, number of pedagogy courses taken outside the school of music, and approximate
number of practicum or student teaching hours.
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Data Analyses
Survey Data
Four major analyses were conducted in Phase 2 of the study to evaluate the scores
on the researcher-developed preservice music teacher self-efficacy survey and to examine
the psychometric properties of the survey instrument. First, item-level descriptive data
including mean, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis, and frequency distributions
were examined to determine outliers for responses. Then, a correlation matrix was used
to investigate the inter-item correlations for each survey item. Henson and Roberts (2006)
suggested investigating correlations with coefficients above .30; however, due to the
survey’s low response rate, a correlation of .55 or above was used to ensure suitability for
factorization. Kyriazos (2018) noted that exploratory factor analysis (EFA) sample size
can be reduced if the data is robust. By using a higher benchmark for inter-item
correlations, I ensured that the sample size of the study was adaquate for the statistical
anlayses used.
To explore internal structure of survey items, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
was used. According to Thompson (2004), there are three main objectives of using an
exploratory factor analysis in research: a) to inform assessment of score validity; b) to
understand

the struture of latent variables; c) to assess the dimensionality and

evaluation of a new scale. For the purposes of my resarch study, I used an EFA to
determine the underlying structure of my scale, as the nature of preservice music teacher
self-efficacy had yet to be explored. The analyses involved in an EFA contain three major
steps and includes: a) to what extent do items fit suitability for factorization; b) how
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many factors are to be extracted; and c) what kind of rotational method to use, if needed
(Brown, 2004; Williams et al., 2012).
Once I determined the set of items to be included on the survey, the factorability
of the scale was examined by studying the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequecy, Bartlett’s test of spehercity, and a correlation matrix. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure produces a score from 0 to 1, which allows the researcher to determine if items
on the scale are able to be grouped into facotrs. A value of 0.50 is considered a minimal
value for inclusion in an EFA (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Tabachnick, 2007; Williams et
al., 2012). Bartlett’s test of spehericity requires items in the scale to be significantly
correlated (p < .05) and is a litmus test for conducting a factor analysis on the data
(Williams et al., 2012).
After investigating the suitability for factorization, I extracted and rotated factors
if needed. There are several methods to determine the extraction of factors on a newly
developed scale. The first is Cattell’s (1966) scree procedure, which involves a visual
representation of Eigenvalues to determine the number of possible factors (Thompson,
2004). Because the scree procedure can be subjective, Horn’s (1965) parallel analysis (k
= 1,000) was used to compare actual eigenvalues to random order eigenvalues to
determine the extraction of factors. Because results indicated more than one factor, a
direct oblimin rotation was used to determine the interpretation of the factor structure.
Once the researcher determined factor loadings for each survey item, those with factor
loadings greater than .40 were described as loading on that factor. Factors are defined by
items that load most heavily on it (DevVillis, 2012) and were interpretable by using
current literature and theory (Williams et al., 2012).

38

A one-way analysis of variance was used to examine participants’ responses as
they related to gender, class standing, and primary specialization. Although participants
reported primary specializations as instrumentalists, vocalists, or a combination of the
two, to investigate differences as a function of primary specialization, participants were
grouped into two categories: instrumentalists and vocalists. The fourth major analysis
was a correlation analysis to provide evidence toward convergent and divergent validity.
The analysis was conducted using responses from the researcher-developed preservice
music teachers’ self-efficacy survey in conjunction with Woolfolk-Hoy’s (2001) Teacher
Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form).
Item Examination Procedures
Item suitability was examined on an item-by-item level using several measures of
validity. Because each step in the scale-construction process accounts for a different type
of validity, a non-linear process was used to assess response item validity: test content,
response processes, dimensionality, and convergent validity. Test content validity was
addressed through expert reviews and responses processes were examined through
cognitive interviews. An exploratory factor analysis was used to investigate the
dimensionality of the scale, while a correlation matrix was used to examine the
relationship between music teacher self-efficacy and general teacher self-efficacy.
Each item in all three scales were scrutinized for item fit using several data points
that include: descriptive statistics (see Tables 3, 4, and 5) to ensure items are not easily
endorsed (e.g., high mean and low standard deviation) or “misbehaving” (e.g., high
kurtosis), inter-item correlations greater than .55 to ensure items are related to one
another, acceptable Cronbach’s alpha score to ensure reliability across items in the scales,
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and factor loadings above a .40 after running the EFA. After eliminating items based on
descriptive statistics and low factor loadings, each scale was then examined for items
loading on multiple factors. These items were eliminated if items were loading on more
than one factor with less than a .2 difference between factors. If an item loaded onto more
than one factor, but the difference between factors was greater than .2, items were
considered to load onto the factor with the higher value.
After examining and removing items based on the criteria, items were assessed
across each scale to ensure the fewest items that measure preservice music teacher selfefficacy remained and to eliminate item redundancy. Once items were examined across
all three scales, items were retained that measure the same latent construct in each scale.
In other words, items that measure the same aspect of preservice music teacher selfefficacy (e.g., self-efficacy for music instruction) in all three contexts will be included in
the final permutation of the survey instrument.
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Table 3
Descriptive and Frequency Responses for Elementary PMTSES Items
Item
M SD Skew. Kurt.

Response Frequencies
(%)

-0.12

I can teach beginner musicians in all grade 3.44 .64
levels in the... - ...elementary general
music classroom

-1.03

-0.74

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

0

14

43

22

(0.00)

(9.20)

(28.30)

(14.50)

2

6

65

76

(1.30)

(3.90)

(42.80)

(50.00)

1

4

72

70

(0.70)

(2.60)

(47.40)

(46.10)

41

I can adapt my music teaching to various 3.10 .67
student ability levels (beginner,
intermediate, advanced) within the same
class in the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

Strongly
Disagree

I can teach intermediate musicians in all
grade levels in the... - ...elementary
general music classroom

3.44 .59

-.68

1.41

0.68

63

Table 3 cont.

42

I can teach advanced musicians in all
grade levels in the... - ...elementary
general music classroom

3.41 .67

I can adapt my music teaching to various
ensembles in the... - ...elementary general
music classroom

3.44 .66

I can teach students that music is a form
of human expression in the... ...elementary general music classroom

3.71 .57

I can teach students that music is a form
of communication in the... - ...elementary
general music classroom

3.66 .58

I can provide students with clear
classroom rules in the... - ...elementary
general music classroom

3.75 .49

-0.84

-1.21

-1.87

-1.70

-1.84

0.19

2.02

2.45

2.98

2.63

1

12

61

75

(0.7)

(7.9)

(40.1)

(49.3)

3

5

64

77

(2.0)

(3.3)

(42.1)

(50.7)

0

9

25

115

(0.0)

(5.9)

(16.4)

(75.7)

1

5

38

105

(0.7)

(3.3)

(25.0)

(69.1)

0

4

29

116

(0.0)

(2.6)

(19.1)

(76.3)

Table 3 cont.

43

I can resolve disruptive behavior without
causing a significant distraction from the
lesson in the... - ...elementary general
music classroom

3.26 .72

I can maintain classroom management in
the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

3.38 .64

I can create learning objectives that are
appropriate for each grade level in the... ...elementary general music classroom

3.44 .65

I can adjust my teaching approach to meet 3.46 .61
the needs of my students in the... ...elementary general music classroom

-0.99

-0.85

-0.91

-0.85

1.41

1.1

0.41

0.69

5

9

77

58

(3.3)

(5.9)

(50.7)

(38.2)

2

7

73

67

(1.3)

(4.6)

(48.0)

(44.1)

1

10

59

77

(0.7)

(6.6)

(38.8)

(50.7)

1

6

65

77

(0.7)

(3.9)

(42.8)

(50.7)

Table 3 cont.

I can adjust my teaching approach to meet 3.07 .82
the needs of my students with special
needs (e.g., students with developmental
delays and gifted and talented students) in
the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

3.49 .61

I can develop lessons to incorporate my
students’ prior musical experiences in
the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

3.54 .63

I can develop lessons to incorporate my
students’ musical preferences in the... ...elementary general music classroom

3.60 .54

-0.76

-0.16

-0.39

6

26

68

49

(3.9)

(17.1)

(44.7)

(32.2)

9

26

68

49

(5.9)

(17.1)

(44.7)

(32.2)

1

8

49

91

(0,.7)

(5.3)

(32.2)

(59.9)

0

4

52

93

(2.6)

(34.6)

(61.2)

44

I can assess my students’ potential for
music in the... - ...elementary general
music classroom

-0.59

-1.23

-0.91

1.17

-0.25
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I can facilitate collaboration among
students, regardless of diverse student
backgrounds in the... - ...elementary
general music classroom

3.66 .53

I can motivate my students to learn about
music that does not align with their
musical preferences in the... ...elementary general music classroom

3.44 .64

-1.25

-0.70

0.58

-0.51

0

0

42

103

(2.6)

(27.6)

(67.8)

12

59

76

(7.9)

(38.8)

(50.0)

5

56

88

(3.3)

(36.8)

(57.9)

3

38

107

(2.0)

(25.0)

(70.4)

45

4

I can plan my music education program to 3.56 .56
meet the needs of my students in the... ...elementary general music classroom

-0.81

I can collaborate with other teachers to
further the needs of my music program in
the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

-1.40

3.70 .50

-0.37

0.91

0

0

Table 3 cont.

46

I can select music for beginner musicians
in the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

3.54 .69

I can select music for intermediate
musicians in the... - ...elementary general
music classroom

3.49 .70

I can select music for advanced musicians
in the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

3.38 .75

I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
3.37 .83
curriculum or method book series) for
beginner musicians in the... - ...elementary
general music classroom

-1.58

-1.37

-1.25

-1.28

2.41

1.88

1.53

1.03

3

8

43

95

(2.0)

(5.3)

(28.3)

(62.5)

3

8

51

86

(2.0)

(5.3)

(33.6)

(56.6)

5

9

59

76

(3.3)

(5.9)

(38.8)

(50.0)

7

13

47

82

(4.6)

(8.6)

(30.9)

(53.9)

Table 3 cont.

3.33 .79

I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
curriculum or method book series) for
advanced musicians in the... ...elementary general music classroom

3.19 .90

I can use multiple types of assessments
(e.g., performance-based, summative) to
assess my students’ musical progress in
the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

3.59 .57

I can use assessments from my preferred
music curriculum to evaluate students in
the: - ...elementary general music
classroom

3.46 .65

-1.00

-1.01

0.41

0.33

4

17

53

74

(2.6)

(11.2)

(34.9)

(48.7)

11

15

58

65

(7.2)

(9.9)

(38.2)

(42.8)

0

6

49

94

(0.0)

(3.9)

(32.2)

(61.8)

2

7

60

80

(1.3)

(4.6)

(39.5)

(52.6)

47

I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
curriculum or method book series) for
intermediate musicians in the... ...elementary general music classroom

-1.03

-1.12

0.08

1.4
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I can use assessments to measure
students’ progress over the course of the
year in the... - ...elementary general music
classroom

3.63 .54

I can create assessments (e.g.,
performance-based, formative, projectbased) to reflect a curriculum’s learning
objectives in the... - ...elementary general
music classroom

3.59 .55

-1.06

-0.87

0.09

-0.31

0

4

47

97

(0.0)

(2.6)

(30.9)

(63.8)

0

4

53

92

(0.0)

(2.6)

(34.9)

(60.5)

48

Table 4
Descriptive and Frequency Responses for Instrumental PMTSES Items
Item
M SD Skew. Kurt.

Response Frequencies
(%)

I can adapt my music teaching to various
student ability levels (beginner,
intermediate, advanced) within the same
class in the... - ...instrumental music
classroom

3.09 .95

-0.67

-0.6

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

8

23

36

49

(5.3)

(15.1)

(23.7)

(32.2)

7

10

49

83

(4.6)

(6.6)

(32.2)

(54.6)

10

12

46

79

(6.6)

(7.9)

(30.3)

(52.0)

49

Strongly
Disagree

I can teach beginner musicians in all grade 3.40 .81
levels in the... - ...instrumental music
classroom

I can teach intermediate musicians in all
grade levels in the... - ...instrumental
music classroom

3.32 .89

-1.38

-1.27

1.48

0.82

Table 4 cont.
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I can teach advanced musicians in all
grade levels in the... - ...instrumental
music classroom

3.11 .87

I can adapt my music teaching to various
ensembles in the... - ...instrumental music
classroom

3.36 .82

I can teach students that music is a form
of human expression in the... ...instrumental music classroom

3.70 .59

I can teach students that music is a form
of communication in the... ...instrumental music classroom

3.62 .64

I can provide students with clear
classroom rules in the... - ...instrumental
music classroom

3.78 .45

-0.89

-1.26

-2.22

-1.92

-1.8

-0.21

1.1

5.54

4.19

2.35

15

18

52

64

(9.9)

(11.8)

(34.2)

(42.1)

7

12

51

79

(4.6)

(7.9)

(33.6)

(52.0)

2

4

31

112

(1.3)

(2.6)

(20.4)

(73.7)

3

4

40

102

(2.0)

(2.6)

(26.3)

(67.1)

0

2

29

118

(0.0)

(1.3)

(19.1)

(77.6)

Table 4 cont.

51

I can resolve disruptive behavior without
causing a significant distraction from the
lesson in the... - ...instrumental music
classroom

3.30 .69

I can maintain classroom management in
the… - …instrumental music classroom

3.46 .64

I can create learning objectives that are
appropriate for each grade level in the… …instrumental music classroom

3.43 .75

-0.85

-0.95

-1.29

I can adjust my teaching approach to meet 2.27 .73
the needs of my students in the… …instrumental music classroom

-1.02

I can adjust my teaching approach to meet 2.87 .85
the needs of my students with special
needs (e.g., students with developmental
delays and gifted and talented students) in
the… - …instrumental music classroom

-0.42

1.04

0.55

1.37

0.75

-0.36

3

10

75

61

(2.0)

(6.6)

(49.3)

(40.1)

1

9

59

80

(0.7)

(5.9)

(38.8)

(52.6)

4

11

51

83

(2.6)

(7.2)

(33.6)

(54.6)

3

13

59

74

(2.0)

(8.6)

(38.8)

(48.7)

10

34

70

35

(6.6)

(22.4)

(46.1)

(23.0)

Table 4 cont.

52

I can assess my students’ potential for
music in the... - ...instrumental music
classroom

3.46 .74

I can develop lessons to incorporate my
students’ prior musical experiences in
the... - ...instrumental music classroom

3.50 .69

I can develop lessons to incorporate my
students’ musical preferences in the... ...instrumental music classroom

3.42 .65

I can facilitate collaboration among
students, regardless of diverse student
backgrounds in the... - ...instrumental
music classroom

3.60 .59

I can motivate my students to learn about
music that does not align with their
musical preferences in the... ...instrumental music classroom

3.45 .66

-1.29

-1.4

-0.96

-1.18

-0.95

1.15

1.96

1.19

0.39

0.39

3

13

45

88

(2.0)

(8.6)

(29.6)

(57.9)

3

8

50

88

(2.0)

(5.3)

(32.9)

(57.9)

2

7

67

73

(1.3)

(4.6)

(44.1)

0

8

44

97

(0.0)

(5.3)

(28.9)

(63.8)

1

11

57

80

(0.7)

(7.2)

(37.5)

(52.6)

Table 4 cont.
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I can plan my music education program to 3.50 .69
meet the needs of my students in the... ...instrumental music classroom

-1.4

I can collaborate with other teachers to
further the needs of my music program in
the... - ...instrumental music classroom

3.67 .59

-1.81

I can select music for beginner musicians
in the... - ...instrumental music classroom

3.48 .73

I can select music for intermediate
musicians in the... - ...instrumental music
classroom

3.48 .72

I can select music for advanced musicians
in the... - ...instrumental music classroom

3.39 .87

-1.56

-1.44

-1.29

1.96

3.2

2.51

2.05

0.72

3

8

50

88

(2.0)

(5.3)

(32.9)

(57.9)

1

6

34

107

(0.7)

(3.9)

(22.4)

(70.4)

5

6

50

87

(3.3)

(3.9)

(32.9)

(57.2)

4

8

50

87

(2.6)

(5.3)

(32.9)

(57.2)

7

17

36

89

(4.6)

(11.2)

(23.7)

(58.6)
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3.58 .72

I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
curriculum or method book series) for
intermediate musicians in the... ...instrumental music classroom

3.46 .74

I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
curriculum or method book series) for
advanced musicians in the... ...instrumental music classroom

3.28 .92

I can use multiple types of assessments
(e.g., performance-based, summative) to
assess my students’ musical progress in
the... - ...instrumental music classroom

3.57 .72

-1.86

-1.37

3.19

1.64

4

8

34

103

(2.6)

(5.3)

(22.4)

(67.8)

4

10

48

85

(2.6)

(6.6)

(31.6)

(55.9)

9

20

40

79

(5.9)

(13.2)

(26.3)

(52.0)

4

8

36

101

(2.6)

(5.3)

(23.7)

(66.4)

54

I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
curriculum or method book series) for
beginner musicians in the... ...instrumental music classroom

-1.06

-1.8

0.11

3.01

Table 4 cont.

I can use assessments from my preferred
music curriculum to evaluate students in
the: - ...instrumental music classroom

3.42 .76

I can use assessments to measure students' 3.61 .70
progress over the course of the year in
the... - ...instrumental music classroom

-1.26

-1.99

1.22

3.94

55

4

12

50

83

(2.6)

(7.9)

(32.9)

(54.6)

4

6

34

104

(2.6)

(3.9)

(22.4)

(68.4)

3

10

43

93

(2.0)

(6.6)

(28.3)

(61.2)

I can create assessments (e.g.,
performance-based, formative, projectbased) to reflect a curriculum’s learning
objectives in the... - ...instrumental music
classroom
3.52 .71 -1.48

1.88

Table 5
Descriptive and Frequency Responses for Choral PMTSES Items

Item

M

SD

Skew. Kurt.

Response Frequencies
(%)

56

I can adapt my music teaching to various
student ability levels (beginner,
intermediate, advanced) within the same
class in the... - …choral music classroom

2.73

I can teach beginner musicians in all grade 3.17
levels in the... - …choral music classroom

I can teach intermediate musicians in all
grade levels in the... - …choral music
classroom

3.16

.91

.84

.86

-0.2

-0.88

-0.83

-0.79

0.28

0.1

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

13

42

53

31

(8.6)

(27.60

(34.9)

(20.4)

8

18

64

59

(5.3)

(11.8)

(42.1)

(38.8)

8

20

61

59

(5.3)

(13.2)

(40.1)

(38.8)

Table 5 cont.

57

I can teach advanced musicians in all
grade levels in the... - …choral music
classroom

2.86

I can adapt my music teaching to various
ensembles in the... - …choral music
classroom

3.17

I can teach students that music is a form
of human expression in the... - …choral
music classroom

3.77

I can teach students that music is a form
of communication in the... - …choral
music classroom

3.70

I can provide students with clear
classroom rules in the... - …choral music
classroom

3.74

.93

.85

.51

.58

.49

-0.38

-0.87

-2.44

-2.26

-1.62

-0.74

0.19

6.86

5.99

1.74

13

37

57

42

(8.6)

(24.3)

(37.5)

(27.6)

8

19

62

60

(5.3)

(12.5)

(40.8)

(39.5)

1

3

26

119

(0.7)

(2.0)

(17.1)

(78.3)

2

3

32

112

(1.3)

(2.0)

(21.1)

(73.7)

0

3

33

113

(0.0)

(2.0)

(21.7)

(74.3)
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I can resolve disruptive behavior without 3.24
causing a significant distraction from the
lesson in the... - …choral music classroom

58

I can maintain classroom management in
the... - …choral music classroom

3.36

I can create learning objectives that are
appropriate for each grade level in the... …choral music classroom

3.23

.71

.72

.83

I can adjust my teaching approach to meet 3.23
the needs of my students in the... …choral music classroom

.78

I can adjust my teaching approach to meet 2.97
the needs of my students with special
needs (e.g., students with developmental
delays and gifted and talented students) in
the... - …choral music classroom

.83

-0.84

-0.98

-0.88

-0.78

-0.43

0.97

0.72

0.14

0.08

-0.42

4

12

77

56

(2.6)

(7.9)

(50.0)

(36.8)

3

13

61

72

(2.0)

(8.6)

(40.1)

(47.4)

6

20

57

66

(3.9)

(13.2)

(37.5)

(43.4)

4

20

62

63

(2.6)

(13.2)

(40.8)

(41.4)

7

33

67

42

(4.6)

(21.7)

(44.1)

(27.6)
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I can assess my students’ potential for
3.32
music in the... - …choral music classroom

59

I can develop lessons to incorporate my
students’ prior musical experiences in
the... - …choral music classroom

3.39

I can develop lessons to incorporate my
students’ musical preferences in the... …choral music classroom

3.48

I can facilitate collaboration among
students, regardless of diverse student
backgrounds in the... - …choral music
classroom

3.62

I can motivate my students to learn about
music that does not align with their
musical preferences in the... - …choral
music classroom

3.37

.75

.72

.62

.60

.68

-0.79

-0.96

-1.30

-1.36

-0.75

-0.16

0.36

2.97

0.81

-0.02

2

20

56

71

(1.3)

(13.2)

(36.8)

(46.7)

2

15

55

77

(1.3)

(9.9)

(36.2)

(50.7)

3

1

66

79

(2.0)

(0.7)

(43.4)

(52.0)

0

9

38

102

(0.0)

(5.9)

(25.0)

(67.1)

1

14

63

71

(0.7)

(9.2)

(41.4)

(46.7)
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60

I can plan my music education program to 3.36
meet the needs of my students in the... …choral music classroom

.71

I can collaborate with other teachers to
further the needs of my music program in
the... - …choral music classroom

3.65

.61

I can select music for beginner musicians
in the... - …choral music classroom

3.20

I can select music for intermediate
musicians in the... - …choral music
classroom

3.21

I can select music for advanced musicians
in the... - …choral music classroom

3.08

.83

.86

.98

-0.77

-1.75

-0.67

-0.82

-0.65

-0.2

2.69

-0.52

-0.18

-0.76

1

17

58

73

(0.7)

(11.2)

(38.2)

(48.0)

1

8

33

107

(0.7)

(5.3)

(21.7)

(70.4)

4

28

51

65

(2.6)

(18.4)

(33.6)

(42.8)

6

24

51

68

(3.9)

(15.8)

(33.6)

(44.7)

11

32

40

66

(7.2)

(21.1)

(26.3)

(43.3)
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I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
curriculum or method book series) for
beginner musicians in the... - …choral
music classroom

3.04 1.00

I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
2.95
curriculum or method book series) for
intermediate musicians in the… - …choral
music classroom

.91

-0.62

-0.5

-0.82

-0.59

32

40

64

(8.6)

(21.1)

(26.3)

(42.1)

11

32

58

47

(7.2)

(21.1)

(38.2)

(30.9)

19

34

52

44

(12.5)

(22.4)

(34.2)

(28.9)

4

8

45

92

(2.6)

(5.3)

(29.6)

(60.5)

61

13

I can choose teaching materials (e.g., a
curriculum or method book series) for
advanced musicians in the… - …choral
music classroom

2.81 1.00

I can use multiple types of assessments
(e.g., performance-based, summative) to
assess my students’ musical progress in
the… - …choral music classroom

3.51

.72

-0.39

-1.56

-0.92

2.33

Table 5 cont.

62

I can use assessments from my preferred
music curriculum to evaluate students in
the: - …choral music classroom

3.26

.80

I can use assessments to measure
students’ progress over the course of the
year in the... - …choral music classroom

3.57

I can create assessments (e.g.,
performance-based, formative, projectbased) to reflect a curriculum’s learning
objectives in the... - …choral music
classroom

3.44 .74

.68

-0.91

-1.69

-1.23

0.31

2.89

1.03

5

18

59

67

(3.3)

(11.8)

(38.8)

(44.1)

3

7

41

98

(2.0)

(4.6)

(27.0)

(64.5)

3

13

48

85

(2.0)

(8.6)

(31.6)

(55.9)

CHAPTER 4. RESULTS
Summary of Phase 1 Results
To measure pre-service music teacher self-efficacy within the context of the three
main music education settings, NASM teaching competencies were analyzed and
teaching behaviors isolated and derived from those competencies were written. Those
teaching behaviors were analyzed, and items were constructed to reflect both the teaching
behavior and the construct of self-efficacy. Created items were then vetted by experts in
the fields of music education and self-efficacy to ensure items reflected the construct of
self-efficacy, were relevant to the field of music education teacher preparation and were
clearly stated.
After the vetting process, all original 42 items were kept, but some items were
changed based upon expert review. Since the items reflected both a teaching behavior and
self-efficacy, were clearly written, and were relevant to the preparation of preservice
music teachers, response processes were investigated using participants from the sample
population. Cognitive interviews were conducted to better understand how the sample
population interprets the scale on an item-by-item basis, how easy or difficult items are to
endorse, and if items were redundant or not relevant to music-teacher preparation. After
expert reviews and cognitive interviews, 30 of the original 42 items were included in the
survey instrument and used to investigate the self-efficacy beliefs of preservice music
teachers.
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Phase 2 Results
Psychometric Properties
In the second phase of this study, the survey instrument was distributed to the
sample population and statistical analyses were conducted to investigate the underlying
psychometric properties of the survey instrument across all three educational contexts:
elementary, instrumental, and choral. In each context, items on the Preservice Music
Teacher Self-efficacy Survey (PMTSES) were examined, flagged, then removed if
descriptive statistics met the following criteria: high means with low standard deviation, a
skewness factor of more than -1 and 1, kurtosis statistic of more than -1 and 1, and an
inter-item correlation less than .55. Items were then analyzed using an EFA with the
“maximum likelihood” extraction method and a “direct oblim” rotation method. If items
were loading onto multiple factors with less than a .2 difference between the factors or
loading onto a factor with less than a .4 score, items were eliminated and another EFA on
the subsequent permutation of the scale was run using the remaining items (Mya et al.,
2021). When all items loaded onto one factor with a score of above a .4, the item was
deemed “acceptable” for inclusion in the penultimate version of the survey instrument.
Items were then examined across all three scales to determine if certain items measured
the same latent construct in all three educational contexts. The items that measured the
same variable across all contexts were kept as the final version of the PMTSES.
Elementary Items. Results for the items included in the elementary context of
the PMTSES indicate several items were unfit for inclusion in the final version of the
elementary scale. Results of the descriptive data including means, standard deviations,
skewness, and kurtosis are presented in Table 2. A correlation table then was used to
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identify items that are not intercorrelated (below .55). Several violations of descriptive
data were discovered, and items were removed. Items 2 and 5 were removed for violating
skewness and kurtosis statistics; item 20 was removed for having a high mean (3.7) and a
low standard deviation (.5). After removing items based on descriptive statistics items 6,
7, 8, 17, were removed for violating skewness and kurtosis statistics as well as having
low (<.55) correlations with other items. Item 18 was removed for having a correlation of
only .52.
After eliminating items based on the correlation and descriptive data, an
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to investigate the underlying psychometric
properties of this version of the scale. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling for the elementary items was .87, which is above the recommended .50
(Williams et. al, 2012). The KMO statistical test is an indicator that the variables found in
the survey instrument are suitable for factoring. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, which
indicates the relative strength of the correlations among items, was statistically significant
(1421.37, p < .001). A scree procedure (Cattell, 1966) and Horn’s (1965) parallel
analysis were conducted, and results indicated a four-factor solution for the 22 remaining
items on the elementary version of the PMTSES. Factor pattern loadings for the 22
remaining items can be found in Figure 2. Of the 22 remaining items, items 14 and 15
were removed due to their factor loadings being less than .4.
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Figure 2
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Elementary Items

Since the results indicated a four-factor solution, items were examined to
determine what latent constructs were being measured within the survey instrument. The
following latent variables were determined by the researcher based on factor pattern
loadings and knowledge of the field of teaching and music education: self-efficacy for
instruction, self-efficacy for music selection, self-efficacy for selecting teaching
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materials, and self-efficacy for assessment. Items 1, 3, 4, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 19, and 28
loaded onto one factor and these items indicate participants’ self-efficacy for instruction.
Items 21, 22, and 23 indicated participants’ beliefs about their ability to select music for
students. Items 24, 25, and 26 were shown to measure participants’ self-efficacy for
selecting teaching materials. The remaining items, 27, 29, and 30, reflected participants’
beliefs about their abilities to assess students in the music classroom.
Instrumental Items. Results for the items included in the instrumental context of
the PMTSES indicated several items were unfit for inclusion in the final version of the
instrumental scale. Results of the descriptive data including means, standard deviations,
skewness, and kurtosis are presented in Table 2. A correlation table was then used to
identify items that are not intercorrelated (below .55). Several violations of descriptive
data were discovered, and items were removed. Items 2, 5, 6, 7, 11, 21, 24, and 25 were
removed for violating skewness and kurtosis statistics. After removing items based on
descriptive statistics only, items 8, 17, and 20 were removed for violating skewness
and/or kurtosis statistics as well as having low (<.55) correlations with other items.
After eliminating items based on the correlation and descriptive data, an
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to investigate the underlying psychometric
properties of this version of the scale. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling for the instrumental items was .93, which is above the recommended .50
(Williams et. al, 2012). The KMO statistical test is an indicator that the variables found in
the survey instrument are suitable for factoring. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, which
indicates the relative strength of the correlations among items, was statistically significant
(1719.66, p < .001). A scree procedure (Cattell, 1966) and Horn’s (1965) parallel
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analysis were conducted, and results indicate a three-factor solution for the 19 remaining
items on the instrumental version of the PMTSES. Factor pattern loadings for the 19
remaining items can be found in Figure 3.
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Figure 3
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Instrumental Items

Since results indicated a three-factor solution, items were examined to determine
what latent constructs were being measured within the survey instrument. The following
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latent variables were determined by the researcher based on factor pattern loadings and
knowledge of the field of teaching and music education: self-efficacy for student-specific
contexts, self-efficacy for instrumental instruction, and self-efficacy for selecting
teaching materials. Items 1, 3, 4, loaded onto one factor and these items indicated
participants’ self-efficacy for student-specific contexts (e.g., advanced musicians vs.
intermediate). Items 22, 23, and 26 indicated participants’ beliefs about their ability to
select teaching materials for students. The remaining items, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18,
19, 27, 28, 29, and 30 measured participants’ self-efficacy for instrumental instruction.
Choral Items. Results for the items included in the choral context of the
PMTSES indicated several items were unfit for inclusion in the final version of the choral
scale. Results of the descriptive data including means, standard deviations, skewness, and
kurtosis are presented in Table 2. A correlation table was then used to identify items that
are not intercorrelated (below .55). Several violations of descriptive data were
discovered, and items were removed. Items 6, 8, and 16 were removed for violating
skewness and kurtosis statistics. After removing items based on descriptive statistics
only, items 7 and 17 were removed for violating skewness and/or kurtosis statistics as
well as having low (<.55) correlations with other items.
After eliminating items based on the correlation and descriptive data, an
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to investigate the underlying psychometric
properties of this version of the scale. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling for the instrumental items was .92, which is above the recommended .50
(Williams et. al, 2012). The KMO statistical test is an indicator that the variables found in
the survey instrument are suitable for factoring. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, which
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indicates the relative strength of the correlations among items, was statistically significant
(2749.48, p < .000). A scree procedure (Cattell, 1966) and Horn’s (1965) parallel
analysis were conducted, and results indicated a three-factor solution for the 25
remaining items on the instrumental version of the PMTSES. Items 15 and 23 were
removed for cross loading onto more than one factor with less than .2 difference between
factors, and another EFA was conducted. Item 30 was then removed for the same reason
as items 15 and 23. Factor pattern loadings for the 22 remaining items can be found in
Figure 4.
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Figure 4
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Choral Items
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Since results indicated a three-factor solution, items were examined to determine
what latent constructs were being measured within the survey instrument. The following
latent variables were determined by the researcher based on factor pattern loadings and
knowledge of the field of teaching and music education: self-efficacy for student-specific
contexts, self-efficacy for instrumental instruction, and self-efficacy for selecting
teaching materials. Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 11, and 22 loaded onto one factor and these items
indicated participants’ self-efficacy for student-specific contexts (e.g., advanced
musicians vs. intermediate). Items 24, 25, and 26 indicated participants’ beliefs about
their ability to select teaching materials for students. The remaining items, 9, 10, 12, 13,
14, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27, 28, and 29 measured participants’ self-efficacy for instrumental
instruction.
The nature of scale construction is part art and part science. Both statistical
analyses as well as theory is involved in the retention of scale items to measure
preservice music teacher self-efficacy (Weiland et al., 2017). Because there are three
different music education contexts being investigated, the psychometric properties of
each context differ; however, results indicated several items measure the same construct
across all three music settings. Items were reviewed across each context and categorized
into three broad categories: self-efficacy for instruction, self-efficacy for selecting
teaching materials, and self-efficacy for student-specific contexts.
In all three contexts, items 1, 3, and 4 measured participants’ self-efficacy for
student-specific contexts. These items measured self-efficacy beliefs with a specific
student in mind (e,g., “I can teach intermediate musicians in all grade levels”). Items 9,
10, 13, and 19 measured participants’ self-efficacy for the everyday planning and
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instruction of the music classroom. Items measuring this construct included questions
regarding classroom management and planning (e.g., “I can maintain classroom
management”). Item 26 measured participants’ beliefs about their abilities to select
teaching materials for students (“I can choose teaching materials for advanced
musicians”). See Table 6 for the 8 items that will be included in the final version of this
research study.
Table 6
Final PMTSES Items
Item

Self-efficacy Construct Measured:

Item 1: I can adapt my music teaching to
various student ability levels…

Self-efficacy for Student-Specific
Contexts

Item 3: I can teach intermediate musicians
in all grade levels in the…

Self-efficacy for Student-Specific
Contexts

Item 4: I can teach advanced musicians in
all grade levels in the…

Self-efficacy for Student-Specific
Contexts

Item 9: I can resolve disruptive behavior
without causing a significant distraction in
the…

Self-efficacy for Instruction

Item 10: I can maintain classroom
management in the…

Self-efficacy for Instruction

Item 13: I can adjust my teaching
approach to meet the needs of my students
with special needs in the…

Self-efficacy for Instruction
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Table 6 cont.

Item 19: I can plan my music education
program to meet the needs of my students
in the…

Self-efficacy for Instruction

Item 26: I can choose teaching materials
for advanced musicians in the…

Self-efficacy for Selecting Teaching
Materials

Group Differences
Elementary Self-Efficacy. The third research question investigated the
differences in self-efficacy in each context as a function of gender, class standing, and
primary specialization (e.g., instrumentalist). ANOVA results from the elementary
context of the PMTSES indicated that there was no significant effect of gender on selfefficacy scores at the p < .05 level for the three conditions [F (1, 74) = 3.77, p = 0.54].
There were significant effects of class standing on participants’ elementary self-efficacy
scores at the p < .05 level for the three conditions [F (4, 71) = 3.54, p = 0.01, h2 = .17].
Mean scores for the Elementary self-efficacy scale for Freshmen (M = 11.43, SD = 2.74)
and Sophomores (M = 14.04, SD = 1.73) as well as Freshmen (M = 11.43, SD = 2.74) and
Juniors (M = 14.44, SD = 1.71) were significantly different at the p < .05 level, with
higher-level students reporting higher self-efficacy for elementary instruction. No
significant difference in elementary self-efficacy scores as a function of primary
specialization [F (1, 68) = 3.38, p = .07] was found.
Instrumental Self-Efficacy. ANOVA results from the instrumental context of the
PMTSES indicated that there are significant differences between male (M = 10.57, SD =
1.75) and female (M = 9.42, SD = 2.07) respondents on instrumental self-efficacy scores
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at the p<.05 level for the three conditions [F (1, 104) = 7.93, p = .01, h2 = .07]. Males
reported higher levels of teacher self-efficacy than females in an instrumental context.
There were no significant differences in instrumental self-efficacy scores by class
standing [F (4, 102) = 1.67, p = .16]; however, there were significant differences between
mean scores on the instrumental self-efficacy survey as a function of major. Statistically
significant differences in self-efficacy scores were found for instrumental and vocal
majors [F (1, 97) = 119.01, p =.001, h2 = .55] with instrumental majors reporting higher
self-efficacy (M = 10.88, SD = 1.07) for instrumental instruction than vocal majors (M =
7.73, SD = 1.79).
Choral Self-Efficacy. Results from the choral context of the PMTSES indicated
no statistically significant difference in self-efficacy scores between men and women [F
(1, 128) = .04, p = .85] or by class standing [F (4, 126) = .91, p = .46]. There were
statistically significant differences in choral self-efficacy scores between instrumental
and vocal majors [F (1, 118) = 45.53, p = .001, h2 = .28], with vocal majors (M = 10.89,
SD = 1.03) reporting higher self-efficacy for choral instruction than instrumental majors
(M = 8.64, SD = 1.88).
Convergent Validity
Convergent validity is a source of validity that examines the relationship between
two related constructs (AERA et al., 2014). For the purposes of this study, I attempted to
investigate the convergent validity of all three preservice music teacher self-efficacy
surveys with a related construct—general teaching self-efficacy. Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy (TSES) scale is a general teaching
self-efficacy survey widely used in teacher self-efficacy research and was administered as
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part of the Qualtrics survey sent to participants. Scores from the TSES were compared to
scores on each contextual version of the PMTSES using a Pearson r correlation. The
scores on this scale provided convergent validity evidence, showing a weak, but positive,
correlation with the researcher-developed items in each education context as follows: .28
correlation with the elementary items, .24 correlation to the instrumental items, and .36
correlation with the choral items. These correlation coefficients provide evidence that
while my scale does not measure general teaching self-efficacy, the construct of
preservice music teacher self-efficacy and general teaching self-efficacy are related.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to develop an instrument to measure preservice
music teacher self-efficacy across three generalized music education contexts:
elementary, instrumental, and choral classrooms. The final items that appear on this
survey instrument (PMTSES) went through a rigorous process that scrutinized relevant
literature, was examined by experts in the field of music education and self-efficacy,
refined through the response processes of the sample population, and analyzed through
examining the underlying psychometric properties of each item. Finally, items were
retained through investigating items that loaded onto similar latent variables across all
three educational contexts.
The relevant literature was examined to ensure that there were no instruments
already created specifically to measure preservice music teacher self-efficacy. Since no
instruments were found, items were written to reflect teaching behaviors that reflect the
National Association of Schools of Music (NASM) teaching competencies, which are
required to be addressed by music degree-granting undergraduate institutions to remain
accredited. The next step in this process was to send all items to experts in the fields of
music education and self-efficacy to ensure adherence to the construct of self-efficacy
within a music setting and that items were easily understood and well-written.
Once the set of items were created, the scale was administered to the sample
population using cognitive interviews. Cognitive interviewing is a qualitative research
technique that can be used to confirm how the sample population interprets items on a
newly developed scale (Willis, 1999). Participants from the sample population provided
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feedback for each item, and items were refined or removed based on the evaluation of
participants’ response processes.
After the initial pool of 42 items went through the cognitive interview process, 30
items remained. These items were then administered to preservice music teachers to
gather empirical evidence to explore the descriptive and psychometric properties of the
items contained in the PMTSES. Descriptive analysis of each item was examined to
determine usefulness for the item to measure preservice music teacher self-efficacy.
Items that were easily endorsed (e.g., high mean with low standard deviation) were
flagged for removal as well as items that were highly skewed or offered little variance.
Once items were flagged for investigation, inter-item correlations among items were
examined, and items with a correlation of below .55 were eliminated. Typically, items
correlating above a .30 would be acceptable for inclusion in an exploratory factor
analysis (DeVillis, 2012); however, due to sample size, a more robust inter-item
correlation cut-off was used. Next, items were removed based on correlation and
descriptive data, and items were then analyzed using an exploratory factor analysis in an
iterative process. If items did not load on a factor based on factor loadings above a .40, or
if items loaded onto more than one factor with less than a .20 difference, they were
removed and another EFA was conducted. This process was considered complete when
all remaining items loaded onto one factor above a .40.
After examining the psychometric properties derived from the EFA iterative
process, I investigated how items performed in each music education setting. A multidimensional solution was found for each scale. The elementary scale provided a fourfactor solution, while the choral and instrumental scales provided a three-factor solution.
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This means that items contained on the elementary version of the PMTSES measured
four distinct aspects of preservice music teacher self-efficacy, while the choral and
instrumental versions measured three. The items were examined for commonalities
across all music education contexts, and three overarching preservice music teaching selfefficacy constructs emerged: self-efficacy for student-specific contexts, self-efficacy for
selecting teaching materials, and self-efficacy for instruction.
Once each scale’s psychometric properties were examined, each item was
evaluated across all three contexts to see if the item measured the same aspect of
preservice music teacher self-efficacy (e.g., self-efficacy for selecting music). Of the 30
items examined, 8 items were retained based on parsimonious behavior across all
contexts. All 8 items measure some aspect of preservice music teacher self-efficacy, and
scores can be interpreted as an aggregate score for each aspect (e.g., self-efficacy for
instruction) measured, or all three aggregate scores can be combined and averaged to
create an overall composite score. This will allow a university professor to measure
different aspects of self-efficacy beliefs of preservice music teachers within a
pedagogical music course and to tailor their instruction to better meet the perceived need
of the students.
The difference in responses among majors and class standing, as well as those
between gender, was investigated as a part of this research study. Results indicated that
preservice music teachers who identify as instrumentalists reported higher self-efficacy
for instrumental instruction than those that identified as a vocal major. This also held true
for vocal majors—this group reported higher self-efficacy for choral instruction than
those that identified as instrumentalists. In other words, participants with more
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experience in a certain area of study, such as an instrumentalist in an instrumental setting,
should have better-developed beliefs about their capabilities, therefore they have higher
self-efficacy than those participants with less experience. This result is consistent with
prior research in the field of self-efficacy, where those with more domain-specific
knowledge (e.g., a vocal major) reported higher domain-specific self-efficacy (e.g.,
vocalist teaching in a choir setting). For example, this phenomenon has been reported in
the fields of education (Usher & Pajares, 2006), medicine (Alavi, 2014), and police work
(Love, 2019). When investigating participants’ self-efficacy in three music education
contexts (elementary, instrumental, and choral), there were no significant differences
between instrumental and vocal majors’ beliefs about their elementary teaching selfefficacy. In other words, participants majoring in instrumental or vocal music had no
statistically significant differences between their beliefs about their capabilities in an
elementary music setting. This result indicates that there could be a disconnect between
music majors’ experiences in pedagogy classes for their area of specialization (e.g.,
choral pedagogy class) and those outside their area of specialization, such as an
elementary pedagogy course. This could also indicate that preservice music teachers’
self-efficacy for teaching in an elementary context is not tied directly to their area of
specialization, even though elementary music teachers use a variety of both choral and
instrumental techniques.
There were significant differences in participants’ elementary self-efficacy as a
function of class standing. Older students reported higher self-efficacy for teaching in an
elementary context than younger students. Typically, a preservice music teacher will take
a variety of coursework to prepare them to teach in a variety of musical contexts—
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elementary included. This class is typically taken during the students’ junior or senior
year and is coupled with a practicum experience where the preservice teacher will either
observe or help teach elementary students. Bandura (1997) stated, “Enactive mastery
experiences are the most influential source of efficacy information because they provide
the most authentic evidence of whether one can muster whatever it takes to succeed” (p.
80). In other words, a preservice music teacher having taken a class specifically learning
about elementary music instruction would have higher self-efficacy than those students
that had not taken the course because they have actual experience in this domain.
The differences between gender were also investigated as part of this research
study. No differences were found between men’s and women’s beliefs about their
capabilities in either the choral or elementary context. There were statistically significant
differences between men’s and women’s beliefs about their instrumental self-efficacy—
men reported higher self-efficacy for instrumental instruction than women. Henricks et
al. (2015) found that in high school students, women had lower self-efficacy for
performance in a competitive setting; however, once the competitive nature of the event
(auditions) was complete, self-efficacy for music performance between men and women
was found to have no significant differences. Along with previous research, findings in
this study could have multiple implications for future academic endeavors in the music
field. Instrumental music as a profession is a male-dominated field, so the efficacy beliefs
of those who do not identify as male should be investigated further along with mitigation
efforts to ensure beliefs of capabilities in a music setting for people of any gender are
addressed and acknowledged.
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Future Research
With this study, I sought to provide validity and reliability evidence for a scale to
measure preservice music teacher self-efficacy across three common music education
settings: choral, instrumental, and elementary. Further research into the psychometric
properties of this scale is needed to ensure that it measures what it purports to measure.
Additional sources of validity evidence would be useful in determining how this scale
functions in relation to other constructs, such as performance outcomes for music
education pedagogy courses. I hypothesize that students with higher self-efficacy for
teaching in an instrumental setting would have higher performance outcomes in an
instrumental pedagogy course. More research into this relationship is needed and would
provide further usefulness of this scale to researchers in the field of music education.
This scale is the first step towards addressing the researcher-perceived disparity
between the experiences to prepare undergraduate music education majors in their area of
specialization and their experiences that prepare them to teach outside their area of
specialization. University professors in music education programs could use this scale to
examine their students’ teacher self-efficacy to ensure they are not only addressing the
content required by their institution, but also the perceived beliefs of their students to
effectively teach in all settings for which they are certified. Another useful way to
implement this survey instrument is to use it as a diagnostic pre- and post-test before and
after an intervention specifically designed to increase the teacher self-efficacy beliefs of
preservice music teachers. This would allow the researcher to analyze the usefulness of
the intervention as a function of teacher self-efficacy.
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Limitations
This study was the first step in the scale development process to measure
preservice music teacher self-efficacy; however, there were several limitations. First, this
study relied on self-report data. Self-report survey responses typically are answered in a
socially desirable way. In other words, participants might have felt obligated to answer in
a certain way so they would seem “right” to the researcher. Also, the way in which the
survey appeared to the participant could have been another limitation of the study. Each
item on the survey contained a drop-down menu where participants had to select their
response to each item for each music education context. For example, item 2 read, “I can
select music for beginner students in…” and participants had to answer the item for the
choral, instrumental, and elementary setting in the same menu. This could have caused
survey fatigue, which could have contributed to the low response rate.
Response rate was another major limitation of this study. Only 141 participants
were able to take part in the study due to incomplete data and a low response rate. This
low response rate has direct implications for the statistical analyses that were conducted
as part of this study. Although minimum benchmarks for statistical analyses were met, a
more robust sample size is needed to ensure the generalizability of this research. This
could be done by collecting responses in person, on paper, and only asking for responses
for one educational context at a time, rather than all three at once. This would reduce the
cognitive load on participants and could lead to more accurate results. Another full study
of the psychometric properties of the items contained in the PMTSES with all 30 items
with a much larger sample size should be conducted to compare results.
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Concluding Remarks and Implications for Music Educators
Elementary music instruction is a passion of mine and I care about the quality of
instruction my public K–12 and university students receive. During my undergraduate
studies, I felt very prepared to walk into any instrumental or choral ensemble and be able
to teach effectively; however, the only job in music education I could find after university
was an elementary music position teaching K–5. I had one undergraduate music
education pedagogy course to prepare me to teach students in kindergarten through 5th
grade. The beliefs about my capabilities directly affected my students’ experiences and
performance outcomes. Because I was not confident in my abilities to work with students
that young, the students did not perform as well as they would have had I been surer
about my “teaching chops.” I don’t think I did them a great service as their music teacher
that year.
University programs typically do a fine job of training music education students
to be competent performers on their instrument. Most undergraduate coursework in music
education is content or performance driven, not pedagogically driven. For example, my
undergraduate coursework consisted of general education courses (e.g., math or
humanities), educational courses (e.g., Human Growth and Development), and music
courses, such as music theory and history, orchestration and arranging, and conducting.
These courses were all either content (facts or knowledge about music itself) or
performance driven. The educational coursework, which is designed to address concepts
like “classroom management” or “lesson planning” were very specific to the general
education classroom and not the music classroom. These are two very different settings
with different procedures and classroom management strategies. As an undergraduate, I
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was ill-prepared to transfer the skills taught to general classroom teachers to my music
classroom. I wanted to learn how to teach music from an actual music teacher, but I was
only required to take two music education pedagogy courses—elementary and secondary
music methods.
These courses are designed to teach the “art” of teaching music and how to
approach music instruction so students learn best. I felt unprepared to teach elementary
students because I only had 16 weeks of instruction on the concept. My beliefs about my
music performance capabilities were addressed in almost every course I had in the music
education sequence—I was engaged in mastery experiences through playing or singing in
various ensembles, I met with my applied saxophone, voice, and piano professor weekly
to discuss my music performance progress, and I learned by watching other students
succeed or fail in the music program. At no point during my educational career in my
undergraduate studies did I feel as prepared to teach as to perform, and I was a music
education major, not performance. By using the PMTSES, university instructors could
determine whether their students felt prepared to teach in any educational context and
could change their instruction to better address the needs of their students.
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APPENDIX A
Preservice Music Teacher Self-efficacy Survey (PMTSES)
You will be asked to rate each of the survey items in three different contexts: the
general music classroom, the instrumental classroom, and the choral classroom. For this
study, the general music classroom encompasses all elementary music classes in grades
K–5; the instrumental classroom consists of any band or orchestra ensemble (e.g., wind
ensemble, string orchestra) grades 6–12; the choral classroom is defined as any choral
ensemble (e.g., show choir, mixed chorus) in grades 6–12. While there are other contexts
in which music instruction can occur, these three are the most popular and are
consistently addressed on the university level through preparatory coursework. When
taking this survey, please keep the aforementioned contexts in mind when determining
your beliefs about your capabilities to teach in these three different music education
settings.
How much do you agree with the following statements considering each of the music
contexts:
Item Number
PMTSES 1
PMTSES
PMTSES
PMTSES
PMTSES
PMTSES

2
3
4
5
6

PMTSES 7
PMTSES 8
PMTSES 9
PMTSES 10
PMTSES 11
PMTSES 12
PMTSES 13
PMTSES 14
PMTSES 15

Item
I can adapt my music teaching to various student ability levels
(beginner, intermediate, advanced) within the same class in
the…
I can teach beginner musicians in all grade levels in the…
I can teach intermediate musicians in all grade levels in the…
I can teach advanced musicians in all grade levels in the…
I can adapt my music teaching to various ensembles in the…
I can teach students that music is a form of human expression
in the…
I can teach students that music is a form of communication in
the…
I can provide students with clear classroom rules in the…
I can resolve a disruptive behavior without causing a
significant distraction from the lesson in the…
I can maintain classroom management in the…
I can create learning objectives that are appropriate for each
grade level in the…
I can adjust my teaching approach to meet the needs of my
students in the…
I can adjust my teaching approach to meet the needs of my
students with special needs (e.g., students with developmental
delays and gifted and talented students) in the…
I can assess my students’ potential for music in the…
I can develop lessons to incorporate my students’ prior
musical experiences in the…
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PMTSES 16
PMTSES 17
PMTSES 18
PMTSES 19
PMTSES 20
PMTSES 21
PMTSES 22
PMTSES 23
PMTSES 24
PMTSES 25
PMTSES 26
PMTSES 27
PMTSES 28
PMTSES 29
PMTSES 30

Context
…elementary
general music
classroom
…instrumental
music classroom
…choral music
classroom

I can develop lessons to incorporate my students’ musical
preferences in the…
I can facilitate collaboration among students, regardless of
diverse student backgrounds in the…
I can motivate my students to learn about music that does not
align with their musical preferences in the…
I can plan my music education program to meet the needs of
my students in the…
I can collaborate with other teachers to further the needs of my
music program in the…
I can select music for beginner musicians in the…
I can select music for intermediate musicians in the…
I can select music for advanced musicians in the…
I can choose teaching materials (e.g., curriculum or method
book series) for beginner musicians in the…
I can choose teaching materials (e.g., curriculum or method
book series) for intermediate musicians in the…
I can choose teaching materials (e.g., curriculum or method
book series) for advanced musicians in the…
I can use multiple types of assessments (e.g., performancebased, summative) to assess me students’ musical progress in
the…
I can use assessments from my preferred music curriculum to
evaluate students in the…
I can use assessments to measure students’ progress over the
course of the year in the…
I can create assessments (e.g., performance-based, formative,
project-based) to reflect a curriculum’s learning objectives in
the…

Strongly
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree

Response Format
Disagree
Agree
Disagree

Agree

Disagree

Agree
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Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree

APPENDIX B
Demographic Survey
1. What is your gender?
_____Male
_____Female
_____ (Other)
2. How old are you? __________
3. What is your race?
_____African American
_____Caucasian
_____Hispanic
_____Asian
_____Pacific Islander
_____Other
_____Prefer not to answer
4. What is your year in school?
_____Freshman
_____Sophomore
_____Junior
_____Senior
_____Other
5. What is your primary instrument? _______________
6. What is your secondary instrument? (enter N/A if not applicable) _____________

7. What do you consider your area of music education specialization?
_____Instrumental Music
_____Vocal Music
_____Elementary Music
_____Other
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8. What music method courses have you taken or are currently taking directly
related to your music education degree?
_____Instrumental/Instrumental Conducting Methods
_____Choral/Choral Conducting Methods
_____Elementary Music Methods
_____Woodwind Methods
_____Brass Methods
_____String Methods
_____Percussion Methods
_____Piano Class
_____Voice Class
_____Other
9. Year of private lessons on primary instrument:
_____ 0—1
_____ 1—2
_____ 2—3
_____ 3—4
_____ 4—5
______5+
10. Year of private lessons on secondary instrument:
_____ 0—1
_____ 1—2
_____ 2—3
_____ 3—4
_____ 4—5
______5+
11. How many hours (best estimate) have you logged observing or teaching in
elementary music classrooms as part of your degree program? _________
12. How many hours (best estimate) have you logged observing or teaching in
instrumental classrooms as part of your degree program? _________

13. How many hours (best estimate) have you logged observing or teaching in choral
classrooms as part of your degree program? _________
14. How many hours (best estimate) have you logged observing or teaching in
elementary music classrooms outside of your degree program? _________
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15. How many hours (best estimate) have you logged observing or teaching in
instrumental classrooms outside of your degree program? _________
16. How many hours (best estimate) have you logged observing or teaching in choral
classrooms outside of your degree program? _________
17. How seriously did you take this survey?
_____Very seriously
_____Seriously
_____Somewhat seriously
_____Not seriously
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APPENDIX C
Expert Review Survey Sample Item
You are being invited to participate in this survey as an expert reviewer. The
survey will take approximately 45 minutes to complete; however, your feedback is a
crucial step toward providing insight into the development of this instrument. You will be
asked to read each of the six NASM standards, followed by items derived from that
standard. After each item, you will have the opportunity to rate the item for clarity,
adherence to the construct of teaching self-efficacy, and relevancy to the NASM
standard, and to provide item level feedback if warranted. At the end of each section
(delineated by standard), you will be asked to place survey items into three categories by
dragging the items into a separate text box. A University of Kentucky IRB-approved
consent form will proceed the questions.
The proceeding item was derived from the following NASM teaching competency:
"Ability to teach music at various levels to different age groups and in a variety of
classroom and ensemble settings in ways that develop knowledge of how music works
syntactically as a communication medium and developmentally as an agent of
civilization. This set of abilities includes effective classroom and rehearsal management."
Please rate the following item for clarity, adherence to the construct of teaching self
efficacy, and relevancy to the previous teaching competency.
Item 1: How well can you adapt your music teaching to various student ability levels
(e.g., beginner, intermediate, advanced) within the same class?
Response Format:
Disagree Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree
Agree

Agree

This item is clear.
This item reflects the construct of
teaching self-efficacy.
This item is relevant to the NASM
teaching competency.
Not
Important
Rate the previous item’s importance to
the development of teachers.
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Response Format:
Important
Very
Important

APPENDIX D
Pearson r Correlation Tables for All Items by Context
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